We employ an educational production function approach that is standard in the literature (see, e.g., Siegfried and Fels, 1979) to motivate our empirical analysis. In this 1 One instructor taught twelve sections where half were part of the treatment group. Another instructor taught four sections with one in the treatment group. The final instructor taught twelve sections with eight in the treatment group. approach, the following reduced-form model is specified:
I. Literature Overview
Published studies on the efficacy of classroom experiments range in their use from four to eleven experiments. At the lower end, Cardell et al. (1996) 
II. Data and Empirical Methodology
Students in our study enrolled in one of 28 
A. Model of Student Learning
We employ an educational production function approach that is standard in the literature (see, e.g., Siegfried and Fels, 1979) to motivate our empirical analysis. In this 1 One instructor taught twelve sections where half were part of the treatment group. Another instructor taught four sections with one in the treatment group. The final instructor taught twelve sections with eight in the treatment group. approach, the following reduced-form model is specified:
(1) Student learning = f (aptitude; educational background; other student-specific characteristics; educational environment or teaching methodology; professor and year controls)
Our student learning (achievement) measure is a student's final course score. Inputs to the educational production function include student aptitude (e.g., measured by students' combined math and verbal SAT score), educational background (e.g., whether a student has taken high school economics or is retaking the microeconomic course), class attendance, time constraints (current semester course load), other student-specific characteristics (e.g., age, gender and ethnicity), and the variable of interest: the number of experiments in which students participate over the course of the semester.
Since the specifications control for student attendance, the number of experiments in which a student participated differs due to variation in the number of experiments administered in the course and the extent to which a student's absences occurred on days in which experiments were administered.
B. Student Achievement and Characteristics
The final course score for each student in the study depended upon their performance on homework assignments, quizzes, midterms, and a comprehensive final exam. Final course scores were calculated as the percentage of the total possible points that students earned on all assignments (homework, quizzes, and exams) over the semester. 2 Summary statistics for student achievement measures are presented in Table 1 . There was no significant difference in mean course scores between students in the treatment and control groups. 
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While the professors in the study had some differences in the number of homework assignments, quizzes and exams, the weighting across the assignments was similar. Table 1 . Slightly less than half (44%) of the sample was in the control group and thus exposed to no experiments. The remainder, the treatment group, participated in between one and eleven experiments with a mean of 5.5. The control group was more heavily male (63% as compared to 52% male in the treatment group) and slightly less likely to be repeating the course (8% vs. 11%), but otherwise was similar to the treatment group.
The average student in our sample was between 19 and 20 years of age, majoring in business (91%), and enrolled in 15 credit hours at the time of the study. Slightly more than a quarter of the sample was an ethnic minority (28%). The average SAT score was 1171 and over three-quarters of the sample (83%) had taken an economics course in high school. Students averaged 2.5 absences over the course of the semester.
III. Experiment Participation and Overall

Student Achievement
We estimate the effect of participation in experiments on our measures of student achievement for our sample of 880 students. Notes: Standard errors reported in parentheses are clustered at the class section level. Additional controls also included for professor, year, but omitted from the table. *** Significant at the 1 percent level. ** Significant at the 5 percent level. * Significant at the 10 percent level.
IV. Conclusion
Participation in classroom experiments has a positive, but diminishing, marginal benefit on students' final course scores. So, to an extent, "more is more" in the use of classroom experiments. Further, we find that classroom experiments can bridge some achievement gaps (between older and younger students and between whites and minorities).
